There has been a growing interest in re-assessing the concept of resistance within organizational research in recent years (e.g. Ezzamel et al. 2001) . In these analyses, the concepts of identity and subjectivity have taken central stage (e.g. Ball and Wilson 2000; Clegg 1994; Fleming and Spicer 2003) . This paper adds to this stream of research by examining rhetorical strategies in the pursuit of particular constructions of reality, while resisting and actively undermining others. In analysing this rhetoric, we see the identity construction work being undertaken, where identities for people, organizational groups and technology were constructed as legitimization for particular arguments, modified to accommodate counter-constructions, and actively undermined in the pursuit of counter-arguments.
The paper begins by providing an overview of contemporary treatments of resistance from a variety of different theoretical perspectives. I then move on to consider the nature of rhetorical analysis and its specific contribution to the study of resistance and identity construction. This is followed by a description of the case study organization, in which a new workstation system was being introduced, giving rise to some controversy. Talk about the new system and the process of change is reproduced and interpreted in terms of its rhetorical nature, i.e. how it may be said to 'work' as a persuasive text. This analysis elaborates the identity construction work recently argued to be at the heart of resistance as well as highlighting the political functions of various (counter-)arguments.
Perspectives on Resistance Internal Psychological Reaction
Psychological research on resistance to change has tended to treat it as a product of individual negative attitudes (Dent and Goldberg 1999) . Thus employees resist change because they fear change, they have resistant 'personalities', or they misunderstand the change. As many authors point out (e.g. Piderit 2000) , this view of resistance may be influenced by a managerial agenda -employees are the barrier to change and need to be 'corrected'. Piderit (2000) , similarly, focuses on resistance as expressed negative attitudes but argues that such attitudes should be seen as multi-dimensional; for example, one might have negative emotions but positive intentions towards the change. Thus resistance should be viewed as ambivalent rather than entirely negative. George and Jones (2001) , adopting a cognitive information processing perspective, equate resistance with a sort of 'inertia' in the face of change, manifested as learned helplessness, denial, distraction, complacency, dismissal and pessimism at specific stages of the cycle as the individual tries to cope with change.
In these psychological accounts, the notion of attitude -as an internal reaction with affective, cognitive and behavioural components -remains unproblematic. However, within contemporary (postmodern) social psychology there has been a 'turn to the discursive' (e.g. Potter and Wetherell 1987) , i.e. an interest in the social construction of reality through talk. Studies in this vein make close analysis of language use. Thus it is argued that when people tell us about their 'attitude', rather than treat this as an unproblematic reflection of some internal 'psychological' process, the point is to ask why they are claiming such attitudes in this particular context. What does it achieve to claim these attitudes? In contrast to Piderit's account of ambivalent attitudes, then, we may interpret seemingly contradictory reactions as different discourses produced to fulfil different functions in different contexts.
In the case study presented here, I adopt this kind of approach to analysing and understanding the arguments given by organizational members for and against various aspects of the new technological system. In part, the employees' accounts drew on a traditional (internalized) psychological view of resistance and the objective here is to explore what (political) rhetorical functions such a 'psychologizing' of resistance serves. The rhetorical analysis presented here thus sets aside such considerations as (general) theoretical explanations for the motivation to resistance and addresses how arguments for and against change are rhetorically undermined and how these processes are made persuasive.
Management-Labour Relations and Subjectivity
From a sociological perspective, resistance may be viewed as a product of class struggle: the dialectic of worker resistance and managerial control (Ezzamel et al. 2001) . Resistance, from this perspective, may be identified as overt acts of sabotage, forming of collectives (i.e. trades unions) and collective action such as strikes. One criticism made of this 'traditional' analysis is that, rather than assuming a 'grand narrative of class conflict and revolutionary struggle' (Jermier et al. 1994 : 8), we should be pursuing instances of resistance within specific contexts, recognizing that the identification and characterization of resistance will vary from situation to situation. For example, workers may resist managerial control in relatively subtle 'everyday' ways ('resistance in the margins ' Gabriel 1999: 195) , such as manipulating statistics or technology (Knights and McCabe 1998a) or through humour (Ackroyd and Thompson 1999) .
Traditional accounts have also been criticized (e.g. Knights and Willmott 1989) for neglecting subjectivity in favour of structural explanations. Thus O' Doherty and Willmott (2001) argue that:
'... in addition to securing the means of subsistence, workers are self conscious beings who are (more or less) concerned about the ways in which their working practices confirm, enhance, or impugn, their sense of self-identity '. (2001: 115) Similarly, Knights claims that 'resistance occurs also because of a defence or expression of identity ' (2002: 585) . In these post-structuralist accounts, subjectivity may be positioned as a source of resistance (e.g. Knights and McCabe, 1998b) . For example, in Ezzamel et al.'s (2001) analysis of shopfloor resistance to the introduction of new(-wave) working practices, resistance was seen to be partly motivated by threats to valued identities, i.e. suggesting an identification with existing working practices as a source of resistance. Indeed, Knights goes further in suggesting that 'employees work productively and efficiently partly because their identity is tied up in so doing ' (2002: 585) . This latter claim implies that subjectivity may in some way encourage employees to collude in managerial objectives ('unwittingly achieve the goals of superiors by their own volition'; Fleming and Spicer 2003: 158) , even, from Knights' analysis, compensating for managerial inefficiency (see also Knights and McCabe 2000) .
Managers may, more or less overtly, seek to control employees through a process of 'identity regulation' (Alvesson and Willmott 2002) . From a specifically Foucauldian perspective, managerial control is seen as achieved through the subject positioning of employees in different power/knowledge regimes or discourses (e.g. Fournier 1998 ). Being defined in such ways (e.g. that of the enterprising individual), employees become self-disciplining. There is vigorous debate in the literature (Knights and Vurdubakis 1994; Newton 1998; Gabriel 1999) as to whether this treatment of subjectivity allows for employee resistance at all -implying as it does a totalitarian view of organizations where managerial discourses seek to claim the 'insides of workers' (Alvesson and Willmott 2002: 620) . Some authors argue that this would be a misreading of Foucault (e.g. Knights and Vurdubakis 1994) . At any rate, while investigating these processes, studies in this vein are often also careful to emphasize the possibility for and existence of resistance. Thus, while arguing that 'resistance is constituted by and reproductive of the power regime it seeks to confront' (Fournier 1998: 70-71 ), Fournier also states that 'power can never fix meanings and subjectivities within its frame ... meanings are always open to re-articulation ' (1998: 74) . It is perhaps the notion that resistance only exists as part of the discourse it seeks to challenge that some commentators (e.g. Billig 1996 ) find pessimistic about a Foucauldian analysis. However, it can also be argued that it is this very aspect of discourse (that it contains its antithesis) that allows it to be criticized (the 'agonism' of power and freedom ; Foucault 1982: 222) . The very exercise of power through identity regulation may provoke resistance to it: 'its effect may be to amplify cynicism, spark dissent or catalyze resistance' (Alvesson and Willmott 2002: 622) .
More optimistic commentators argue that there is 'a danger of exaggerating the fragility and "vulnerability" of subjects to the discourses through and within which they are allegedly constituted' (Alvesson and Willmott 2002: 624) . Doolin suggests that subjectivities imposed by management (such as enterprising individualism) interact with other possible subjectivities already available or emanating from other sources (e.g. professionalism) such that 'discursive power effects are not inevitable' (Doolin 2002: 386) and that various patterns of subjectivity may emerge. Less pessimistic accounts may be beginning to address the issue raised by Newton that 'within a Foucauldian framework it is hard to gain a sense of how active agential selves "make a difference" through "playing" with discursive practices' (Newton 1998: 426) .
In summary, a body of work is emerging which examines the role of subjectivity and identity in resistance and calls for its further exploration (Alvesson and Willmott 2002) . However, many of the papers referenced above are either theoretical or are case studies which, while providing very useful narratives of the politics of change, do not offer very detailed descriptions of the identity processes at work. Accounts such as these do not pay too much attention to analysing specific talk, through which particular identities may be constructed or resisted. Indeed, these studies may treat language as relatively unproblematic in this respect. Quotes from participants in the study may be produced as illustration (e.g. Palmer and Dunford 2002) rather than actively analysed for their 'constitutive effects' (Knights and Vurdubakis 1994: 169) .
By contrast, close-range studies of talk may examine in detail how different subjectivities are created and resisted in and through organizational discourses (e.g. Fournier 1998; Ball and Wilson 2000; Dick and Cassell 2002 ). Fournier's work reveals how the dominant discourse of 'enterprise' constituted certain employees, while marginalizing others. These 'resistant' others took up a discourse of 'integrity and corruption', defining themselves as the 'other' with respect to the dominant discourse of enterprise and to some extent challenging and 'subverting its meaning' (Fournier 1998: 75) to create new subjectivities for themselves. Interestingly, while the resistant are seen as having some motivation in providing the descriptions they do in this study, the talk of those reproducing the enterprising discourse is treated as self-evident (i.e. they have simply 'bought into' (Fournier 1998: 56 ) the cultural/managerial discourse).
Fournier focuses on the operation of cultural discourses (illustrated through the talk presented) rather than how the talk itself was constituted. In contrast, from their study of a computer-based performance monitoring regime in call centre environments, Ball and Wilson (2000) seek to identify emergent, 'locally specific' discourses which would provide a more detailed and insightful perspective on local power relations than the totalizing vision of the 'panopticon' generally ascribed to performance monitoring technology. Ball and Wilson identify a 'power-through-experience' repertoire (discourse) as constructing a subject position through which non-managerial staff may challenge a 'legitimate authority' repertoire that maintains the power relations between management and operators. In their analysis, particular 'subject positions' are offered for 'the resistant' in the talk of employees; however, for political reasons, these 'resistant women' were not directly interviewed by the researchers. Dick and Cassell's (2002) analysis differs from those above in acknowledging the (interview) context of the production of particular talk, including the subject positioning of the researcher herself (as a supporter of diversity initiatives). Indeed, they suggest that it is within the interview situation itself that certain aspects of their position may become more pertinent to the participants. This is in contrast to Fournier's treatment of her interview talk, where how the interview context itself contributes to the production of certain discourses is not considered (Alvesson and Kärreman 2000) . However, similarly to Fournier, Dick and Cassell seek to demonstrate how interviewees constructed themselves as resistant, in this case to diversity initiatives. Again identity is implicated, Dick and Cassell arguing that the interviewees took up a subject position of resistant to diversity initiatives because such initiatives provided a possible identity of 'token' in contrast to their preferred subject position of 'self-actualization through individual achievement'.
These studies advance our understanding of the links between identity and resistance by demonstrating how identities are created through talk and aligned with resistance. The rhetorical approach adopted here makes a similarly close examination of talk-in-context as that of Ball and Wilson (2000) and Dick and Cassell (2002) . In this paper, resistance is viewed as the production of counter-arguments in the context of an organizational (technological) change. Thus resistance here is not located in managementlabour relations but is a disputation of particular versions of reality, whether created by managers or employees. Interestingly, however, as we shall see, one of the versions of reality created by the interviewees as a rhetorical resource (and undermined by others) was that of a management-labour dichotomy. Similarly to previous studies, identity constructions are a central part of the process. Unlike Dick and Cassell's (2002) work, however, the identities at issue are not just those of the interviewee but also 'the resistant', various groups involved with the change and the technology itself. These identities are produced for argumentative effect, and 'subjective' talk (i.e. talk about the self) itself served rhetorical functions. Below, I describe the rhetorical approach adopted here in more detail.
Rhetoric
There has been an increasing interest in the study of rhetoric and argument in organizations (e.g. Watson 1995; Hamilton 1999; Sillence 2002) . Rhetorical analysis has been applied to a range of aspects of organizational life including employment relations (Hamilton 2001) , management consultancy and management fashions (Case 1999 ) and computer-supported co-operative work (Hayes and Walsham 2000) . In this section, I define what I mean by rhetorical analysis, how it is being applied here and explain its contribution in relation to other approaches to understanding resistance and identity.
The study of rhetoric is the study of argumentation and persuasion. Gill and Whedbee (1997) suggest that there are many definitions of rhetoric in the literature but that two aspects are generally accepted: that 'the essential activities of rhetoric are located on a political stage' (p.157); and that 'rhetoric is discourse calculated to influence an audience toward some end' (p.157). In the first case, this perspective on rhetoric sits well with a notion of organizations as pluralistic and political, where different versions of reality may be constructed to support particular interests (Brown 1998) . Taking a rhetorical approach to studying organizational discourse may then encourage us to consider its political functions and to take a more critical view of what is said. With respect to this particular case study example, Knights and Murray argue that technological change 'has often been productive of particularly intense organisational politics' (Knights and Murray 1994: 50) . Consequently, rhetoric's explicitly political stance is apposite in this context. The second aspect suggests that we both consider talk in its social context (the audience for the talk) and be aware of its production in the rhetorical context of potential counter-arguments. Both Shotter -in his 'rhetorical-responsive version of social constructionism ' (1993 ' ( : 6) -and Billig (1996 argue that rhetoric is dialogical. In other words, arguments are produced in the context of potential counter-arguments and so may be oriented to their undermining. Potter identifies two particular forms of rhetorical talk: 'reifying', that which seeks to convince us that accounts are facts; and 'ironizing', that which seeks to expose those 'facts' as a social construction (Potter 1996: 107) . Thus, individuals may be seeking to convince an audience that a particular social construction is true (not a social construction) while simultaneously seeking to expose other accounts as social constructions (not true): 'part of the job of the rhetorical analyst is to determine how constructions of "the real" are made persuasive' (Simons 1990 in Potter 1996 . This aspect of rhetorical analysis also highlights the action-oriented nature of rhetoric: 'the discipline of rhetoric can help us understand how organizational actors construct instrumental discourses aimed at moving others' beliefs, action or behaviour' (Hamilton 2001: 445) .
There are particular strategies one can adopt for rhetorical analysis, however; 'critics can examine texts using a variety of methods, and in doing so, they can adopt a variety of perspectives' (Gill and Whedbee 1997: 175) . In Alvesson and Kärreman's (2000) terms, and similarly to Dick and Cassell (2002) , the analysis presented here is 'micro-discursive' in respect of the fact that I interpret the talk in terms of the interview ('micro'-) context specifically. For example, in talking things through with me, the interviewees found themselves having to be rhetorically creative -my questions occasionally raised problems for their positions. Their attempts to modify their arguments as they proceeded allowed me to identify particular (contextually appropriate) rhetorical strategies and illustrated their discursive creativity. The analysis also, however, contains elements of 'meso-', 'Grand-' and 'Mega-' Discourse (Alvesson and Kärreman 2000) because I interpret the claims and rhetorical manoeuvring in terms of some aspects of organizational tasks, ideology and cultural context. Thus, rhetoricians are depicted as sometimes drawing on Grand-or Mega-Discourses to legitimate particular arguments, but these are presented within particular constructions of the local context of this organization, its history, this (technological) change and the interview situation. The analysis moves between different levels of discourse so that the linkages between discourse and Discourse can be made more apparent. Indeed such discourses are mutually constitutive. A focus on rhetoric demonstrates how these all come together in a complex intermingling as rhetoricians seek to present particular arguments and counter others.
While the rhetorical approach has very different roots (i.e. in the art of rhetorical speaking associated with ancient Greek philosophers; Billig 1996), as described here it also has similarities with the micro-discursive approaches to analysing resistance outlined earlier and based on Foucauldian notions of (cultural) Discourse. However, the focus of interest differs. Phillips and Hardy distinguish between Foucault-inspired studies which seek to 'unmask the privileges inherent in particular discourses and emphasize its constraining effects, often leading to studies of how grand or "mega" discourses shape social reality and constrain actors' and 'work that is more interested in ... understanding the way in which discourses ensure that certain phenomena are created, reified, and taken for granted, and come to constitute "reality"' (Phillips and Hardy 2002: 21) . Rhetorical studies fit into this latter camp. Rhetorical studies are 'critical' in the sense of deconstructing 'reality' (and its seeming objectivity) as it is produced through talk to encourage discussion and argument, rather than (necessarily) critical in the sense of exposing the operation of dominant discourses in maintaining power relations. Thus, rhetorical analysis does not begin with the assumption of particular Discourses, nor does it focus on how such Discourses operate in defining subjectivity or provoking resistance (cf. Fournier 1998). The focus is on argument and counter-argument (resisting reality constructions) and rhetorical strategies for achieving these, and the interest is in how different types of discourses are used to pursue a particular argument in a dynamic and political way. Identity construction (as a particular 'reality') is an important element of this process. Table 1 summarizes the different positions on resistance presented in the preceding review.
Case Study
As part of the negotiations for access to investigate this situation, it was agreed that any published accounts of the research would be anonymous. Consequently, the organization can only be described in rather general terms here and some of the quotes presented have been edited to preserve anonymity (identifiable phrases are replaced by similar, more general terms -indicated by the use of square brackets).
The organization is located in the UK public sector and the professional staff (called here 'inspectors') are involved in the assessment of complex technical documents sent to them by clients. Utilizing a range of documentation and drawing on their own experience, an assessment is conducted which is then fed back to the client as a report. In this work, the inspectors are supported by a large group of administrative staff. The inspectors are all educated to at least graduate level, often in science and engineering disciplines, and many have been in the organization for over 20 years.
At the time of the research project reported here, the organization was engaged in a process of moving from a piecemeal provision of stand-alone PCs for a few (professional) staff to a networked system of workstations for all staff. The official rationale ('argument') for this move was that it would make current work processes more efficient and project a more contemporary image to their clients. The workstations project was managed by a project manager from the IT department (largely responsible for carrying out the work) and monitored by a representative from the User Support department located within the functional core of the organization and largely staffed by inspectors.
Some years before this particular IT project, there had been another largescale IT development, involving the design and implementation of an organization-wide database of internal records. Accounts of this project described it as initially chaotic (when it was being managed by an external consultancy), over-complicated and eventually over budget. The initial idea was scrapped and a new, less ambitious project was conducted, largely managed by inspectors themselves. This experience, it was claimed, led to the setting up of the User Support function (as distinct from the IT department). However, inspectors themselves refused to use this new database and their trades union was active in resisting managerial calls to do so. They were 'successful' in their resistance (in labour process terms) and the data are entered and updated by administrative staff. Any use of this system by inspectors is voluntary. While this database is not the focus of this particular case study, this construction of the history provided a rhetorical resource for those interviewed. The interviews with inspectors reported here were conducted as some workstations were being piloted in the organization. I asked my key contact at the time (a senior inspector) for the names of inspectors who were regarded as resistant to the technology; those who could be described as knowledgeable and enthusiastic about the technology; some new members of staff and some nearing retirement. Altogether 15 inspectors were interviewed. Interviews with senior managers in the organization and members of the development team (including the user representative assigned to the project from User Support) and their line managers (10 individuals altogether) had been conducted about 10 months previously.
In terms of local 'micro-discursive' context, there are a variety of ways in which I might have been 'positioned' by different participants in these interviews and in which I tried to position myself, i.e. as a social scientist and a researcher; as independent and trustworthy. However, I must be also regarded as a potential 'political pawn' whose position could be defined and used by different groups for different purposes. The head of the organization positioned me for the users as an 'independent researcher' who would let the users 'have their say'. In this interview situation, set up as it was ('for users to have their say'), it is likely that the inspectors expected to have to legitimate and justify their views. However, my 'independent' identity was also available to the inspectors and, in the interviews, some observed that they expected their views would be represented in my report (as an 'unbiased' conduit of their arguments) and would have to be taken into account in the change process.
The argumentative contexts constructed in this case include whether or not technology was necessary to the organization, whether it was being introduced in a satisfactory manner and how it should be used within the context of the inspectors' work. Arguments and counter-arguments were produced in order to both persuade the interviewer (myself) of the rightness of the rhetorician's construction of reality (the immediate audience) but, also, to undermine other accounts more publicly through my reporting of the interviews in organizational documents (a more extended audience). Thus the counter-arguments were both those explicitly suggested by me during the interview and those implicitly present by virtue of the rhetorician's apprehension of 'opposing' views in the organization. Indeed, counter-positions were constructed within the context of the interview by the rhetorician in particular ways to further particular arguments.
Exploring Accounts of Resistance
As outlined earlier, I specifically asked for those (organizationally) regarded as 'resistant' to be included in the sample. However, it would be inappropriate to identify individuals here as 'resistant': this both reproduces the 'psychologizing and internalizing' rhetoric being used in the organization for particular political purposes (discussed below), and fails to capture the situationally specific nature of the rhetoric. The focus of the analysis here is not on either internalized (psychological) processes or characteristics of the individual but on language use (specifically rhetoric). We should distinguish here between the use of the concept of resistance by the interviewees and my focus on resistance as a counter-argument. While the topic of our talk was often resistance to technology use, my analytical strategy is to focus on counter-arguments within the talk itself as a form of resistance (to particular reality constructions). There are two aspects of the rhetoric emphasized here:
¼ the construction of the 'resistant user' and the functions particular constructions served; and, ¼ arguments and counter-arguments and how they 'worked' as persuasive texts.
'The Resistant User'
The image of the resistant user presented here by the head of the organization emphasizes the personal and emotional aspects of 'resistance':
MR: 'Those that don't like it are basically just a little frightened. They have a nice image of themselves -they've been doing the job for 25-30 years, they feel that they've got no cause for concern -they know they can handle it. You put something like this on their desk and they're reduced to the most raw recruits' status.'
While there is some suggestion that the inspectors may lose status, the overall thrust is to 'psychologize' the problem: resistance is understandable but a function of personal needs, not organizational context. On the face of it, this would support a normative account of resistance. MR goes on to elaborate his account:
'Do you see the Unions as the most effective way of getting in touch with the inspectors?' MR: 'I've got two views about it. One, for personal reasons I just happen to believe it's right to have organized consultation as well as one-to-one. Secondly, if the consultation goes well and the majority of people are prepared to pick up the tool, if we brought the Union along with us and they're happy about what's been provided, it gives them a better perspective when they get approached by the die-hards who want nothing to do with it. In the absence of any frame of reference on the users' part, it's very easy for them to just blindly go along with that. So I think it's in our interest that they have a platform that we're not being unreasonable. The die-hards will have to recognize that they are being die-hards and not protecting the grade as a whole. I think what we'll find is that a half to 2/3rds [of users] have actively had a hand in shaping the system. And will want it. It would be silly to throw that away on the basis of the die-hard pushing the Union along.'
Here the inspectors as a whole are credited with a political identity and political rights. However, the 'resistant' inspectors are disassociated from any legitimate organized resistance and identified as misguided 'die-hards' -it is an individual reaction, not a political movement. In this way, the 'resistant' identity is de-politicized (not speaking for the collective), psychologized (individual reaction) and pathologized (unreasonable die-hards). As unreasonable individuals, their voices are less legitimate. By contrast, those involved in the IT development can be described as reasonable because they consult the collective voice of the Union. From this analysis, the psychologizing of 'the resistant' may be less an explanation for resistance than a rhetorical device for undermining counter-arguments (by undermining those who express them). This is not dissimilar to other accounts of subject positioning of 'the resistant' (e.g. Fournier 1998 ). However, we should consider the significance of this construction in this particular context. In contrast to Fournier, trades unionism was not to be shunned as 'a shameful and embarrassing reminder of a past marked by collectivism' (Fournier 1998: 66) -as distinct to an overarching Discourse of the 'enterprising individual'. Nor could opposition be dismissed as 'gripes' (Ball and Wilson 2000: 552) . 'The past' had to be negotiated carefully as a potential rhetorical resource (incorporating a 'successful revolution' narrative) and we note here MR's attempt to (re-)define this technological change as dissimilar to the previous one (not about 'protecting the grade'). 'Collectivism' (the cultural 'we') could be regarded as a rhetorical 'prize' (claiming to speak for the majority). In response to a question about the nature of the office 'culture', another inspector claimed: 'We feel we are the office because we have been around for so long' (WR). This argument was presented as explanation for any inspector rejection of the technology, i.e. subjective identification with the work itself justifies opposition. MR, however, marks 'the resistant' out as not part of the collective and himself as aligned to the trades union (through 'personal' conviction that goes beyond job role). The boundary, here, is to be drawn between 'the reasonable, participative, persuaded users' and the 'unreasonable die-hards' and not, crucially, between management and workers. MR's talk functions to actively undermine the 'revolutionary' construction of the past and to persuade the interviewer of the well-meaning nature of MR's position.
Individualizing and internalizing talk also justified a counter-position, however:
Symon: Exploring Resistance from a Rhetorical Perspective CD: 'Some people are trained to write things down on paper, one's whole thought process is to put something down on paper in manuscript and perhaps cross out the odd word and mess it around on paper. To me that is a totally different, as it were, mental technique. I think people who like to think on paper in manuscript as they write the thing down the first time think in a different way mentally to the people who want to type everything out in draft and then go back and edit it all on the screen. You have got to allow for both but I suspect that what we are going to get is a blanketing position of y'know "this is how it will be done, you all do the same thing".'
The dichotomy between inspectors who like using computers and those who do not is drawn in terms of cognitive processes ('thought process', 'mental technique') -an ingrained difference and therefore difficult to change. This account justifies the rejection of the technology as it is based on something that the inspectors cannot change about themselves. Consequently, their preferences must be accommodated by not having to use the technology. This inspector could also be drawing on an 'alienation' Discoursesuggesting that inspectors are being alienated from their own means of production (typing instead of writing). While a labour process theorist might see this as part of a (structural) explanation for resistance, here we might view this as another form of persuasion -encouraging the sympathy of the interviewer. The 'production worker' identity was drawn on in other counterarguments, as we shall see.
The 'irrationality' argument presented by MR as indicative of the computer sceptic can also be captured and put to work in legitimating a counterargument: Q: 'Do you think you have a sort of shared a view about this [the computer implementation]?' CD: 'It depends. There are members of this group who are sort of computer nuts and they play with them far more than I ever would. I think people are either for or against. I think the people who are for them can sometimes convince themselves the computer is useful even if it isn't really. They can play, do everything by computer, everything is typed, even on these forms here. So some people really are pro and some people are anti it. I don't think anybody is really neutral to them. I see them as being there to serve if we want them to. In my opinion, there are other people who let them become their masters.'
In response to my question about a 'shared view', CD responds 'it depends' -on the whole, he is disagreeing with me. However, he is trying not to undermine me (and therefore possibly alienate me) so he is trying to accommodate my view. Here he suggests there are two shared (opposing) views and that computers themselves seem to create this dichotomy (nobody is 'neutral'). CD is painting a picture here of computer enthusiasts who are rather irrational about their enthusiasm ('computer nuts') -doing more with the computer than is necessary and indeed who are subjugated by the technology ('let them become their masters'). However, the technology itself Organization Studies 26 (11) is portrayed in this account as 'plaything' (which suggests a toy rather than an all-powerful dominating machine). The technology is positioned as toy to allow the contrast with the more serious, rational view of computers as tools for working ('there to serve'). Computer enthusiasts are playing as opposed to working. Computer sceptics, on the other hand, have the needs of the job foremost in their considerations. Here CD seems to be drawing on a wider 'Protestant work ethic' Discourse to convince me. In summary, psychological accounts of the 'resistant user' may serve the function of undermining counter-arguments by pathologizing those who express them. In this context, we also see how these arguments disassociate 'the resistant' from 'the collective'. However, 'psychological' accounts can also support counter-arguments by placing 'the resistant' outside the realms of intervention. Similarly, rationality is claimed as both the prerogative of the computer sceptic and the supporters of technological change: in the thrall of one's own personal fears or in the thrall of the computer. Here we see the importance of placing particular constructions within their rhetorical contexts and recognizing the rhetorical 'battle' for particular arguments.
Arguments and Counter-Arguments The Efficiency Argument
One of the arguments for introducing the technology was that it would overcome inefficiencies in the current work system -particularly, that if inspectors type their own reports then this eradicates possible typing errors introduced in the typing pool. Counter-arguments addressed this position directly, for example: CD '.... [project proposal document] does not seem to quantify the losses which are going to occur because an [inspector] is doing less of the [work] that we are here to do and more of the typing and peripheral fiddling about with computers.' Q: 'One of the advantages proposed is that [reports] are less likely to go out with errors in them because [inspectors] are doing their own typing?' CD: 'Not with my typing! I don't think many errors ... I don't think any of these errors are particularly fatal ... I think the errors are a bit of a mare's nest, a red herring completely.' Q: 'So that is not a satisfactory rationale for introducing this?' CD: 'No .... it is not "we are buying the equipment to suit the needs of the office" but "we are buying the equipment and when you have got it, well, we have bought it, you will damn well play with it whether you like it or not and we will find some way for you to play with it to justify having got it".' CD characterizes the technology as 'typing', 'fiddling' and something to 'play' with. All these phrases are clearly aimed at reducing the significance of the technology (as typewriter or toy), particularly with respect to its function in the inspection process. The idea that professionals such as the inspectors should be doing such 'peripheral fiddling' (should become 'typists') is Symon: Exploring Resistance from a Rhetorical Perspective presented as an inefficient use of resources. Similarly to the argument presented above, using computers is not about working (the 'needs of the office'). CD attacks the rationale for computerization directly (given my introduction of the topic) with the counter-argument that even if there were mistakes in the documents leaving the office, they are not prejudicial to the inspecting process. In this interchange, we can see reflected the notion that 'one of the fundamental power effects of a discourse is the way that it constitutes the problem for which is claims to be the solution' (Doolin 2002: 386) . Here CD challenges the way in which the problem has been constituted and for which technology is the answer. However, interestingly, CD cannot entirely uphold the characterization of the technology as unnecessary in this particular context (when challenged by me) and has to do some extra rhetorical work to achieve this: Q: 'Do you think other [inspectors] might make more use of it?' CD: 'Yes. I mean [another group] do [a lot of work] on the database. I don't think they even use the old paper files any more. They can do it on a database because the database is specifically put together with a view to that kind of thing and the nature of [their] subject is such that they can do that. We can't here, they are a different breed again.
[They] used to be in a different building, they do a different kind of [work] .' Q: 'So a computer might be an important thing for them but it is not for you?' CD: 'Yes absolutely. To them it is probably an essential tool these days because so much of the documentation that is available is actually on computer ... so that really they would be silly not to use it. It is different altogether.'
Prompted to my view that other inspectors were using the computer, CD has to account for this by making some distinctions between inspectors in order to maintain his argument that the technology is unnecessary to the work process. Thus certain inspectors are characterized as a 'different breed', they are even physically distanced by having been in a 'different building'. In other words, those that need to use computers are not like 'us', the rest of the inspectors. Similarly, technology is put together for 'that kind of thing' but not for this inspector's kind of work. Throughout his transcript, CD uses the inclusive 'we' to describe attitudes, and so on, identifying himself as the spokesperson for the inspectors as a whole (i.e. claiming the collective).
Like CD, HD is willing to concede the argument that some inspectors may need to use computers for certain work processes:
HD: 'As I say, we have always been able to do this job without computers and I am sure we always could do. Obviously we can extend the scope [of a particular job task] by using computers in certain areas. I don't think the computer is any replacement for any experience that [inspectors] have picked up over the years. I don't think our customers get any better results from us by using a computer. They get the results based on the experience and the knowledge and the expertise of the [inspectors] that Organization Studies 26(11) are dealing with their case and I don't think any of that is improved by computer. I don't think it ever will be. It is a peculiar job.' Q: 'It is unique?' HD: 'Yes it is. It is probably unique in the Civil Service. I can't imagine any other department of the Civil Service that even operates in a similar way to [this organization].'
His use of the term 'obviously' is instructive here -he is both indicating he understands this argument and belittling it as not very insightful. HD does not want to counter the argument that the work processes could be more efficient but he is drawing attention to the 'real' issue -that inspector's expertise is to be replaced by computers (potential downgrading of the inspector job). The creation of the 'expert' identity for inspectors undermines the need for computers -as does the construction of a past that did not require computers for efficient working. HD also tackles head-on the argument that this is an improvement to customer relations, emphasising that it is the inspector that provides the service, not the computer. It is the inspectors who are essential to the organization. Indeed, the organization itself may not need computers in the way other organizations need computers -thus this organization is differentiated from other departments within the Civil Service.
We can see a similar process going on in this excerpt from an interview with a senior manager in the organization -drawing boundaries between his case and the majority of cases. Interestingly, while CD has drawn distinctions between different kinds of inspectors, HP treats all inspecting work as 'of the same type' -he does not need to make that particular distinction to make his particular argument:
'I have got a computer but I don't need it for anything I do. I don't do any of the work which is recorded on the computer, I don't word-process because my skills are so much slower than [personal secretary] ... it is just one-off work and none of that is on the computer and I don't really think that the cost of putting it on is worthwhile because they are all so different, it isn't like the mass of the work which is all of the same type. ' (HP) Initially, HP reassures me that he has got a computer (not, then, to be identified by me as one of the 'resistant') but depicts his work in such a way that he does not need it. He has to steer a careful path here in not suggesting that he is 'above' computer use (which would undermine the rationale for computer use) but insufficiently skilled with respect to his secretary (insufficiently skilled in general would support an argument put forward to counter widespread computer use). Again, we see recourse to the efficiency argument. Indeed, here, HP almost overwhelms me with justifications. Senior managers were themselves often identified as some of the most opposed to using technology by other staff (hence HP's particular reassurances to me). This acted as a rhetorical resource for legitimating opposition and HP tries to counter these arguments with me and through me. In doing so, he (re-)produces the counter-arguments we have already seen but constructs himself as in a unique position, someone to whom the technology policy does not apply. Here, we note how the production of particular arguments may undermine some Symon: Exploring Resistance from a Rhetorical Perspective counter-arguments but in the process opens up the possibility of other counterarguments. As Billig (1996) argues, rhetoric is never-ending -there is always the possibility of other arguments.
In summary, arguments are mustered as to whether computerization really will bring more efficiency and, in this process, we see both the production of particular identities (e.g. the emphasis on inspector as 'expert' distances them from the potential 'typist' identity raised by computerization) and discursive ingenuity in the drawing of specific boundaries (e.g. certain people, groups or actions are distinct, unusual, and therefore not prejudicial to the argument presented).
The Insiders/Outsiders Argument I also distinguish a further argument concerning the extent to which those mainly responsible for conducting the technology development work (i.e. the IT and User Support departments) could be considered as legitimate agents:
'... the number of administrators is going up all the time ... we seem to have more and more people who are administrators, people who are not productive to the office. The production comes from the people who are actually handling the [work] , not only the [inspectors] also ... their basic support staff and everything. These people are seen as, if you like, the production workers and there is the management team who do on some occasions we know not what. The IT department [is] somewhere in the back of that set-up and there is a strong feeling that they sort of do what they like and we get whatever they feel like giving us and we have to work with it. There used to be a lot more [inspectors] in the IT department and they have been worked out by the administrators. ' (MD) A particular identity is being constructed for the IT specialists by MD here: unproductive, unnecessary, unfamiliar with the context and (politically) manipulative ('working out' the inspectors). Such an identity provides support for opposing the changes brought in by computerization, as it is brought in by these 'interlopers' (not part of the collective). By contrast, the identity for the inspectors themselves here (i.e. the 'production workers') draws a boundary between not just the inspectors and other staff in the office but also the inspectors and their managers. While MR earlier tries to undermine any interpretation of opposition in terms of a management-worker dialectic, MD here specifically constitutes it as one. The production worker identity (also termed 'the coalface') conveys the notion that these are the people doing the real work of the organization, the ones who are essential to the organization and, therefore, also, the ones whose opinion should matter, while the views of the 'hangers-on' (as one interviewee termed them), as uninformed, should be discounted.
This informs an argument that the development process should be driven more by the inspectors' views than those of the IT 'outsiders'. However, there is an 'official' inspector representative within the User Support department working full-time on the IT project, therefore providing the argument that 'insiders' are involved. The contention then becomes whether these representatives 'really are' inspectors (despite their official job titles). Indeed, HD claims that they 'were' inspectors who have in some sense 'gone away' (as he argues they do not want to 'come back'): HD's sarcasm belittles the work of the user representatives whom he contrasts with 'actually doing the work' of the organization, i.e. being central to the production process, the 'coalface' inspector. So the user representatives are not 'truly' representative and indeed they are not 'truly' working. The whole notion of whether the inspectors had been able 'truly' to participate in the development process was an arena of contention. With a subjective positioning as 'coalface' worker, the interpretation of previous technology implementations as requiring inspector involvement and the trades union presence, claims to participation were central. While the development team marshalled arguments and evidence that 'the coalface' had been directly consulted, some inspectors questioned whether information circulated 'really' constituted 'information' (being technically worded) and whether those consulted 'really' constituted 'coalface' inspectors (or rather 'enthusiastic computer users'). We should note here also, though, HD's ending disclaimer: 'I may be being unfair'. HD may feel he has overstepped the mark -courting the danger that his whole account will be discounted as 'ranting' and unbelievable by me. This added clause backtracks somewhat to project a more reasonable subjectivity -a person who can be fair (countering the possible 'unreasonable die-hard' identity).
In summary, various arguments were produced as to the identities of the groups involved in the change project. At the root of the characterizations of the development team seems to be the issue of whether or not IT specialists can be regarded as legitimate change agents, given their removal from the inspecting process. The identity of 'unknown hangers-on' is produced to dispute their legitimacy and contrasted sharply with the insider 'coalface' collective of the inspectors themselves.
Discussion
Some contemporary accounts view resistance as closely tied to notions of identity and subjectivity. This is generally construed as subjectivity and/or identity, providing a resource for resistance or resistance as arising from (managerial) attempts at identity regulation. However, few studies focus on how resistance and identity are mutually constructed through talk. Where talk has been the central focus in other studies, the (political) functions of this talk are often not considered. The study presented here takes a rhetorical perspective and, in this process, shows how versions of reality (including identity) are created to fulfil particular purposes (both immediate in the Symon: Exploring Resistance from a Rhetorical Perspective interview context and more generally). Taking a rhetorical approach has not presumed any particular attempt at identity regulation by management (although arguments may have been framed in these ways by the participants) or the operation of particular Discourses. This reading would be feasible but would then tend to obscure the discursive creativity of rhetoricians made possible by concentrating on their arguments. As part of the rhetoric, I have drawn attention to identity construction as a political resource, to legitimate particular arguments and counter others. A variety of identities may be produced in this process. Below I illustrate the discursive creativity of the inspectors through a summary of their rhetorical strategies. This analysis has also not sought to place reasons for resistance within the individual or between labour and management. By externalizing accounts of resistance (but without having recourse to determining structures), we see how notions of 'subjectivity', 'agency' and (political) 'structures' may serve as rhetorical resource in the pursuit of particular arguments.
Rhetorical Strategies
In the analysis, we saw a number of rhetorical strategies in place for pursuing particular arguments and counter-arguments: producing a range of identities for 'the resistant', 'IT support staff' and others; disputing the 'realness' of people, things and processes (e.g. information, participation); commandeering discourses; producing and negotiating various boundaries (e.g. we/other, production worker/support staff); and the dynamic intermingling of local and broader cultural discourse. Each of these strategies are summarized and discussed further here.
Individualizing psychological accounts may serve both to pathologize 'the resistant' and to de-politicize them. We see here, as a development of the work of Ball and Wilson (2000) and others, how 'resistant' identities may be subverted. Thus, individualizing, psychological accounts may also be oriented to justify objections to computer use and a pathological identity is produced for the 'computer enthusiast'. Of relevance here also is the disputation of the 'realness' of people, things and processes, for example: Are User Support 'real' inspectors? Is project information 'real' information? Has there been 'real' participation? Counter-arguments may be about arguing over interpretations of particular discourses, seeking to commandeer the same discursive space, rather than being relegated to an 'otherness' as, for example, Fournier (1998) suggests. Recent work by Vallas (2003) , although not focused on the analysis of talk specifically, suggests a similar process. Vallas proposes that the introduction of team systems produced counter-hegemonic effects partly 'by introducing the language of participation into the workplace, ... provid [ing] workers with a legitimate rhetorical framework with which to claim decisionmaking powers previously denied' (Vallas 2003: 220) . Thus counter-arguments may involve undermining and commandeering existing constructions as much as creating alternatives.
One of the most notable aspects of the talk analysed here is the creation of dichotomies as justifications for particular arguments (e.g. the collective vs outsiders, computers as toys vs computers as tools). This recalls Foucault's 'dividing practices' (Foucault 1982: 208) and social constructionist accounts of technology development where attention is drawn to the effort placed on drawing the boundary between 'technical' and 'social' (Bloomfield and Danieli 1995) . In particular here, a skilful negotiation of the collective 'we' and its boundaries is apparent. For example, placing inspectors as a group outside the normative view by distinguishing themselves from the mass of civil servants; setting 'the resistant' apart from 'the collective' of the trades union; and placing managers and administrators outside the collective of the inspectors. Two purposes are distinguished here: to argue that it is only 'we' who can legitimately influence the situation; and to argue for special status. Palmer and Dunford (2002) illustrate how employees may seek to manage and work with dichotomous discourses (i.e. individual effort vs teamwork) but not how they may create or challenge them. This difference of interpretation may demonstrate the difference between the contexts of considering co-operation (as in their example) and controversy (as here). Being presented with potential counter-arguments (or knowing these to be possible) encouraged the creation of exceptions: 'special', 'unique' and 'context-dependent' identities and situations (e.g. this job/office as unlike other jobs/offices within the Civil Service).
We also see in this case example a mix of the various 'types' of discourse identified by Alvesson and Kärreman (2000) and a mutual constitution of contexts and identities. Thus, notions of 'resistant' identities are linked to particular readings of the organizational past and to a management-labour dialectic; notions of efficiency are translated into this specific organizational context and linked to particular identity constructions; and, notions of the 'collective' and the 'other' are linked to particular characterizations of the technology and the work of this specific organization. It is possible that the more linkages that can be made between particular constructions, the more persuasive the argument may be (cf. actor-network theory).
I also draw attention in this analysis to how the talk was constructed to specifically try to persuade me and gain my support. Thus interviewees' rhetoric was influenced by their motivations to present themselves in a positive light and to persuade me of their case, as well as dealing with issues raised by my questions and the desire not to alienate me. As stated earlier, they may have wanted to directly persuade me in this situation but also may have wished to use me as a conduit of their constructions of reality through my organizational report. An identity for me as 'independent researcher' would present the report as an unbiased reflection of the situation. On the other hand, I could be dismissed as 'a management tool'. Taking note of the situation-specific nature of the interview, therefore, does not preclude considering its shaping for other organizational ends -just as considering micro-or meso-discursive moves does not preclude considering Grand or Mega-Discourses (Alvesson and Kärreman 2000) . I certainly would not argue that these particular arguments should be found in other contexts (although we could speculate on the similarities between the 'coalface' identity presented here and Ball and Wilson's (2000) 'power through experience' repertoire), but I do want to encourage a focus on rhetorical strategies, which could be explored through further closerange studies of language use. Adopting a rhetorical perspective specifically may promote an approach to interviewing which encourages the rhetorician to directly confront counter-arguments by explicitly presenting them and probing rationales and arguments put forward.
Functions of Subjective and Structural Discourses
Previous research has suggested that subjectivity may be a source of or prompt to resistance (e.g. Knights and McCabe 1998b; Ezzamel et al. 2001 ).
Analytically, it appears difficult to distinguish between employee constructions of various identities and their 'sense of' valued identities (cf. Ezzamel et al. 2001) . The focus here is only on the rhetorical functions this kind of claim fulfils rather than subjectivity as any kind of motivation. The analysis presented here draws attention to how subjectivity itself may be viewed as a rhetorical resource: a claim to a subjective identification with work ('inspectors are the office') may function to justify counter-arguments; self may be presented in various ways to add legitimacy to claims (e.g. MR's personal conviction to collective representation); and a 'psychological' explanation of resistance may be utilized by members of the organization to create identities for 'the resistant', to legitimate particular strategies for dealing with 'the resistant' and also to legitimate counter-positions.
Similarly, agency may be drawn on to legitimate or undermine different positions. From some agency perspectives, power may be defined as the marginalization or silencing of particular voices (Hardy and Clegg 1999 ) and here we see the creation of both voice and marginalization. Inspectors created subject positions for themselves (coalface workers) that legitimated their own accounts ('warranting voice', Hardy et al. 2000) and claimed that they were silenced by being excluded from effective participation. They used this construction of reality to legitimate the identity of the technical specialists as independent and out of control and their own opposition to the technology. In other words, 'silencing' of voices (denial of agency) was explicitly referred to by the participants as a political move and used to legitimate and undermine accounts of the change process.
Structural 'explanations' also have a rhetorical role. The notion of antagonistic managerial-labour relations was debated in this context, actively undermined by MR but reproduced by others through their construction of the production and coalface worker identities. This latter construction of the situation seeks to gain the sympathy of the listener, constructs the situation as one experienced before and enables the counter-argument that this (the 'subjugation' of inspectors) will not achieve the efficiency gains supposedly desired.
Resistance and Identity from a Rhetorical Perspective
In this paper, I have presented an analysis that considers employees as active creators of meaning and accomplished rhetoricians, and resistance as an Organization Studies 26(11) ongoing rhetorical achievement. Focusing on rhetoric allows us to see how employees may explicitly engage with particular arguments, support or undermine them, and produce their own arguments or counter-arguments, creatively utilizing cultural, organizational and situational discourses as they do so. The identity processes involved are revealed as disputative, politically oriented and dialogical. This focus on argument and counter-argument contains the possibility for continual re-invention: the creation of particular arguments allows the possibility of new (counter-)arguments, which, in turn, introduces further arguments and so on. In this rhetorical creativity lie further 'micro-emancipatory' possibilities (Alvesson and Willmott 2002) such as those identified by previous commentators (e.g. Knights and McCabe 1998b; Ball and Wilson 2000) . As Gergen argues:
'... contemporary inquiry in rhetoric has little interest in the art of effective speaking; rather the hope is to sharpen our critical acumen in the service of emancipation ... rhetorical unmasking can be turned on any target '. (1999: 73) Such a target, of course, also includes the account given here. This account is made persuasive by my greater claims to 'knowledge' of the context than the reader, my use of writing conventions, my particular representations of the extant literature, and so on. This account could be resisted by reader claims to 'bias', 'misinterpretation', and so on, on my behalf. This is the stuff of academic debate but also a process to be extended to organizational members on an everyday basis.
